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DIGESGT:

1. Prior decision denying a protest that
the agency improperly canceled a soli-
citation is affirmed where the basis
for the oriqginal decision is not
shown to be erroneous.

2, Request for a conference on recounsidera-
tion is denied where the matter can be
promptly resolved without a conference.

Pioneer Motor Inn requests reconsideration of
Pioneer Motor 1nn, B-205727, May 17, 1982, B82-1 CPD
467, a decisiop in which we held that the Department
of the Army properly canceled invitation for bids
(IFR) No. DAKF49-81~B-0049 based upon its determina-
tion that the IFB's specifications were ambiguous,
inadequate and materially defective in stating the
Government's actual requirements for meals, lodging
and transportation for Army applicants and enlistees
at the U.S. Armed Forces FExamining and Entrance
Station in San Antonio, Texas.

We affirm the prior decision.

In essence, Ploneer presents two arguments: first,
that it was the low responsive, responsible bidder under
the 1FB, and therefore shoiuld have received award; and
second, that the defects in the IFB, cited by the Army
as reason for cancellation, are not corrected in a new
solicitation recently issuud, so that there was no need
to cancel the first IFB.
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Piloneer's argqument that it sutnitted the low respon-
sive, responsible bid under the IF: is irrelevant to any
reconsideration of the propriety o the 1FB's cancellation
since the Army made no determinations concerning the accept-
ability of individual bids prior to cancelling 'the IFB. In
this regard, after reviewing the II'B and the Army's actual
meal, lodging, and transportation requirements, the con-
tracting officer determined that the specifications were
so ambiguous 2nd inadeguate that it would be impossible
to evaluate the bids properly. Thus, the Army reiectea all
bids, canceled the IFB, and resolicited.

We find no merit in Pioneer's contention that the
defects, cited by the Army as reason to cancel the IFB, are
not corrected in the resoiicitation. Based on our review
and comparison of the canceled IFB and the resolinitation,
it is clear that the Army has in fact significantly revised
its specifications, especially in the areas of its actual
requirements for meals, lodging and dining facilities and
transportation. For example, the number of breakfasts esti-
mated to be furnished per year is reducved from 16,000 in the
canceled IFB to 9,956 in the resolicitation, the number of
double room lodgings required is reduced from an estimated
17,900 to 10,800 per year, and a significent amount of con-
tractor-furnished transportation of Army personnel renuired
by the canceled IFB is eliminated by the resolicitation's
notice that the Government will furnish necessary trans-
pertation from the lodging facility to the Military Entrance
Processing Station. :

We note that Pincuer also requests a conference prior to
our reconsideration of this matter. Our Bid Protest Procedures,
however, do not explicitly provide for conferences upon recon-
sideration. See 4 C.F.R. § 21,9 (1982). It is the intent of
the procedures to effect prompt resolution of reconsideration
requests and we believe a request for a conference should be
granted only where the matter cannot be promptly resolved
without a conference. In our judgment, this is not such a
case. See International Business Machines Corp.--Recon-
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sideration, 56 Comp. Gen. 976 (1977), 771-2 CPD 97,

Our prior decisicn iz affirmedl.
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